of his employment as much as it can be used by Pittman in his
brief for the purpose of arguing that Pittman was a section
foreman devoid of fault right up to the day of his discharge.

Excessive Preworking Sessions Concluded with Prayer

The chief electrician once complained to Thomas, the mine
foreman, that Pittman had held a prayer meeting on his section
before going to work which lasted for 1-1/2 hours (Tr. 1781).
Pittman agreed that he had held conferences with his crew be-
fore work, but he said the meetings he had were the safety meet-
ings which were required to be held every Monday and that his
prayers did not last for more than 1 or 2 minutes.  Pittman also
said that he was warned not to have prayer before work on at
least two occasions by Thomas, but he said that the men asked
him why he had stopped having prayer before work and that it
also bothered his conscience not to''have the prayers, so he
resumed having prayers before work on Mondays after he had held
the required safety meetings despite Thomas's instructions to
cease having prayers (Tr. 122; 191; 399-400).

Pittman's crew members testified that Pittman's prayers
did not last longer than 3 minutes and that they either did not
object to the prayers or wanted him to keep having prayer (Tr.
479; 1153; 1235; 2230).  Blankenship, the mine superintendent,
testified that he instructed Thomas to advise Pittman that a
short prayer was permissible but that a long prayer meeting was
forbidden.  So far as Blankenship knew, Pittman had stopped
having long prayer meetings (Tr. 1981-1982).  Inasmuch as
Blankenship is the supervisor who discharged Pittman, I find
that Pittman's discharge was in no way motivated by the fact
that Pittman was having a brief prayer on Monday mornings after
he had finished holding the required safety meetings.  That
conclusion is supported by the fact that Blankenship believed
that Pittman had stopped having objectionable long prayer meet-
ings prior to the time of his discharge.  It hardly needs to
be pointed out, but there is nothing in section 105 (c) (1) of
the Act which makes prayer a protected activity.

Pittman's Insistence upon Doing Classified Work and
Riding with a UMWA Employee

Thomas also objected to the fact that Pittman performed
manual labor, or classified work, which is normally done by
UMWA employees (Tr. 428}.  Pittman testified that he worked
right along with his crew and that they did not object to his
doing so (Tr. 398).  Jerry Toney, the belt foreman, stated
that he had had grievances filed against him when he performed
work normally done by UMWA employees (TR. 1736-1737) .  Here,
again, Pittman was consistently doing work which was contrary
to his instructions and there is nothing in section 105(c)(1)
which protects his performance of manual labor.  His doing
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